PROSOCIAL AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIORS

Consequences of Teammate Prosocial and Antisocial Behaviors for the Recipient
1
Moral behavior in sport has attracted considerable research attention in recent years 2 (see Kavussanu, 2012) . While playing sport, athletes engage in a variety of prosocial we know little about the consequences of these behaviors for the recipient. The present 10 research was designed to address this issue.
11
A theoretical framework that is pertinent to this research is the social cognitive theory 12 of moral thought and action (Bandura, 1991) . According to Bandura (1991) , individuals 13 develop moral rules or standards from a variety of sources such as modeling, direct tuition, 14 and others' evaluative social reactions. In addition, the social environment influences the 15 individual's behavior, but the individual can also affect the environment. Importantly, 16 Bandura (1991) has called for a focus on moral behavior highlighting the consequences of 17 one's actions for the recipient. In contrast to structural developmental theorists, who focus on 18 moral cognition (e.g., Kohlberg, 1984) , Bandura (1991) emphasized that behavior - 19 regardless of one's thoughts or motives -has consequences for others. For example, verbally 20 abusing or hitting another person should result in some psychological suffering for the 21 recipient regardless of the reasons that led to the behavior. 22 Bandura (1999) has also distinguished between proactive morality, which is the power 23 to behave humanely, and inhibitive morality, which is the power to refrain from behaving 24 inhumanely. These two dimensions of morality have been investigated in sport research as Investigating prosocial and antisocial behaviors using both observational (e.g., 9 Kavussanu et al., 2006, 2009 ) and self-report (e.g., Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009 ) methods, 10 researchers have found that a number of such acts occur in sport and they are directed toward 11 both opponents and teammates. For example, team sport athletes have reported -or have been 12 observed -to congratulate their teammates for good play, give positive feedback and 13 encourage their teammates after a mistake, thus engaging in prosocial behavior; but also to 14 verbally abuse, swear, argue, criticize, and express frustration at a teammate's poor play, thus The aim of the present research was to investigate potential consequences of prosocial and 17 antisocial teammate behaviors for the recipient. We focused only on potential consequences 18 of teammate behavior because one's teammates are stable and could have more lasting 19 consequences for the recipient; in addition, their behavior could be influenced by the coach, 20 thus, one can more readily intervene on teammate behavior. Finally, because teammate 21 behaviors are different from opponent behaviors (see Kavussanu & Boardley, 2009 ), they 22 could also have distinct consequences for the recipient.
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In his social cognitive theory of moral thought and action, Bandura (1991) 
15
The present study is grounded on social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2001 ) as well as on 16 achievement goal theory (Ames, 1992) (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Kavussanu, 2012) . Similarly, the 2 intra-team conflict dimension of ego-involving peer climate pertains to negative behaviors 3 toward teammates (e.g., criticizing and laughing at teammates when they make mistakes, 4 making negative comments that put teammates down) that could be classified as antisocial 5 behaviors because they can have negative consequences for the recipient (see Kavussanu, 6 2012).
7
Due to the similarities between prosocial and antisocial teammate behaviors and some teacher-rated effort, when confronted with difficult tasks; the reverse relationship was 13 revealed between effort and ego-involving climate. These findings were replicated in a 14 second study, which examined coach-rated effort over the previous three months (Ntoumanis, 15 Taylor, & Thøgersen-Ntoumani, 2012). Based on these findings, it is reasonable to expect 16 that prosocial and antisocial teammate behaviors would be differentially associated with 17 effort during a match. In turn, effort could lead to better performance, thus teammate The recipients of prosocial teammate behavior could also experience different 22 emotions. Prosocial teammate behavior could lead athletes to feel more socially connected 23 with their teammates and due to this social bond they may experience enjoyment, which is a 24 positive emotional response to sport and includes feelings such as fun, pleasure, and liking Finally, antisocial teammate behavior could lead to anger, which is an emotion that To date, much of the research on morality in sport has investigated antecedents of 2 prosocial and antisocial behaviors (see Kavussanu, 2012) . Little is known about the potential 3 consequences of these behaviors for the recipient. In this research, we examined cognitive 4 (commitment, discussed in Study 2), affective (enjoyment, anger) and behavioral (effort, 5 performance) consequences of moral behavior. We focus on these variables as potential 6 consequences of moral behavior because these are achievement-related variables that are 7 important in the achievement context of sport. Moreover, it has been suggested that prosocial In two studies, we examined: (a) whether prosocial and antisocial teammate behaviors performance" for conciseness. 20 We hypothesized that prosocial teammate behavior (to which we also refer hereafter as 21 prosocial behavior) would be positively related to effort, enjoyment (e.g., Ntoumanis et al., We sought to answer these questions in two studies using two independent samples of 7 team sport athletes. We focused on team sports because teammate behavior is more likely to 8 influence the recipient when there is frequent interaction, which typically occurs in team 9 sports. In the second study, we also examined commitment as a further potential consequence 10 of teammate behaviors and investigated whether enjoyment and perceived performance 11 mediated the relationship between teammate behaviors and commitment.
12
Study 1
13
Method
14
Participants and procedure. 15 Participants were male (n = 103) and female (n = 100) football players recruited from 16 21 football clubs, from two regional leagues, in the UK. At the time of data collection, 7.9%), and international (n = 2; 1%); one participant left this question unanswered (1%).
22
After obtaining ethical approval from the University Ethics Committee, we identified 23 coaches of football teams, via the internet, we contacted these coaches, and we asked them to 24 let players participate in the study. Data were collected within 30 minutes of the end of a PROSOCIAL AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIORS Descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliabilities of scale scores can be seen in Table   1 1. On average, participants reported that during the match they had just played, their 2 teammates behaved toward them "sometimes" to "often" prosocially and "never" to 3 "sometimes" antisocially. They also reported high levels of enjoyment, effort, and 4 performance and "low" to "moderate" levels of anger. Finally, compared to females, males respectively.
10
Main analyses.
11
The purpose of the study was to examine whether (a) prosocial and antisocial behaviors .01, .09, and .25 represent small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively (Cohen, 1992) .
24
All direct, indirect, and total effects are presented in and enjoyment, and whether the effects of prosocial behavior on effort and performance were 3 mediated by enjoyment; in these analyses, antisocial behavior and anger were covariates. As 4 can be seen in Table 2 and total indirect effects were significant.
11
We used the same serial mediation analysis to investigate (a) whether antisocial teammates toward them during a match, were more likely to enjoy the football match, exerted 6 more effort, and reported higher levels of performance -as assessed at the end of the match.
7
In contrast, players who perceived that their teammates acted antisocially toward them 8 reported greater anger and lower effort. In Study 2, we aimed to determine whether these 9 findings would be replicated with a different sample and team sport.
10
We also examined an additional potential consequence of prosocial and antisocial Participants and procedure. 6 Participants were male (n = 154) and female (n = 127) basketball players recruited from Measures.
13
Teammate behavior, effort, performance, enjoyment, and anger. These variables were 14 measured using the same scales as in Study 1.
15
Commitment. We measured commitment using the respective subscale from the Sport
16
Commitment Model Descriptive statistics, correlation analyses, and scale reliabilities.
5
Descriptive statistics, correlations, and scale reliabilities for all variables are presented 6 in Table 3 . On average, participants reported that their teammates behaved prosocially toward 7 them "sometimes" to "often" and acted antisocially "never" to "sometimes" during the match 8 they had just played. Players reported "moderate" to "high" levels of enjoyment, effort, indirect, and total effects can be seen in Table 4 (top). As Table 4 and Figure 2 show, performance via effort. However, the total effect of antisocial behavior on performance (i.e.,
12
direct and indirect effects via anger and effort) was negative (see Table 4 , bottom) suggesting 13 that when all variables and effects are taken into consideration, antisocial behavior has a 14 negative effect on performance.
15
Finally, we examined whether prosocial behavior was associated with commitment and 16 whether enjoyment and performance mediate this relationship; in these analyses, antisocial 17 behavior and anger were included as covariates. The results are presented in Table 5 (top) and We also examined whether antisocial behavior was associated with commitment, and whether anger, and whether enjoyment and anger respectively, mediated the relationships between 10 moral behavior and effort and performance. We also examined whether prosocial and
11
antisocial teammate behaviors were differentially related to commitment; and whether 12 enjoyment and perceived performance mediated these relationships.
13
Consequences of Prosocial Behavior
14
In both studies, the hypotheses that prosocial behavior would be positively related to 15 effort, perceived performance, and enjoyment were supported. Those players who perceived 16 that, during the match they had just played, their teammates offered encouragement and 17 support, congratulated them for good play, and gave them positive and constructive feedback,
18
were more likely to enjoy the game, exert more effort, and report better performance. These such as sport teams has the potential to influence effort and perceived performance via 8 enjoyment.
9
The multiple mediation model showed that the relationship between prosocial behavior 10 and perceived performance was mediated through the sequential effects of enjoyment and 11 effort. That is, the results were consistent with the view that the recipients of prosocial 12 teammate behavior were more likely to perceive that they performed better during 13 competition because they enjoyed the game more, which, in turn, led them to try harder. The present research revealed some interesting findings but also has some limitations. by asking players to recall how they felt and performed immediately after competition (e.g., 4 Dewar & Kavussanu, 2012). outcome of the game nor score difference moderated these relationships in either study. half a match (9.9%), more than half a match (11.8%), and a full match (72.4%), respectively.
19
Analyses indicated that greater playing time was associated with more prosocial behavior, 
